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DETAILED ACTION 

Remarks 

1. Applicant's amendment and response received March 07 th , 2006, responding to 
the December 08 th , 2005, Office action provided in the rejections of claims 1-38, 
wherein claims 1-38, remain pending in the application and which have been fully 
considered by the examiner. 

Applicant arguing for the claims being patentable over Davidson in view of Li 
(see pages 2-5 of the amendment and response) are not persuasive, as will be 
addressed under Prior Art's Arguments - Rejections section at item 2 and the claim 
rejections below. Accordingly, Applicants' arguments necessitated additional 
clarifications, in light of the rejection of the claims over prior art provided in the previous 
Office action, to further point out that the prior art discloses as such claimed limitations. 
Thus, the rejection of the claims over prior art in the previous Office action is maintained 
in light of the necessitated additional clarifications provided hereon and THIS ACTION 
IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Prior Art's Arguments - Rejections 

2. Applicant's arguments filed March 07 th , 2006, in particular on pages 3-4, have 
been fully considered but they are not persuasive. For example, 

(A) In response to applicant's argument (Page 3, First paragraph) that neither 
reference teaches passing information used to automatically establish a new debug 
session at another processor without intervention, as claimed in the independent claims, 
the Examiner respectfully disagrees. It should be noted that the Applicant defines 
establishing a debug session (See specification, paragraph [0029]) as allowing tracing 
to continue without having the client workstation register with the new host, STEP 208. 
As reproduced below in the claim rejections, Li discloses: 

- "... wherein at least a portion of said attached debug information is 
used to automatically establish a new debug session at the another 
processor without intervention." (E.g., see Figure 2 & Page 2, 
Paragraph [0013]), wherein the stub start log data and the stub end log 
data gather runtime information about execution (or tracing) of the 
second software component within the component-based software 
system without intervention, (emphasis added) 
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The logging of data is the tracing and reads on establishing a debug session as 
defined in the specification. 

In regard to the implied interactive aspect (response, page 3, second paragraph), 
the Examiner asserts that Davidson teaches a distributed debugger with an interactive 
aspect (see abstract). Therefore, the rejection of the independent claims is maintained 
in light of the instant argument. 

In regard to Applicant's argument that nothing is passed to the remote host dbx 
engine independent of the client host as claimed (response, page 4, second paragraph), 
the Examiner disagrees. The cited passage of Davidson against claim 3, (Figure 10, 
column 14, lines 50-64), teaches setting up the "remote dbx engine", wherein the 
remote dbx engine then retrieves the targeted code independent of the client dbx 
engine (controller). Furthermore, Davidson teaches that the server may be a CORBA 
compliant system (Column 2, line 30), wherein objects may be used without client 
knowledge of where the servers for the objects run, wherein it is old and well known that 
a server may implement an object located on another server. Thus, the target program 
retrieved by the server "remote dbx engine" is retrieved independently from the client 
dbx engine after the client dbx engine sets up the remote engine. Therefore, the 
rejection is maintained in light of the instant arguments. 

Accordingly, the rejection of the dependent claims are maintained at least for the 
reasons above as addressed. The claim rejections from the previous office action are 
reproduced below for completeness. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 . Claims 1-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Davidson et al., US 6,042,614 (hereinafter Davidson) in view of Li et al., Us. 
2003/0056200 A1 (hereinafter Li). 

2. In regard to claim 1, Davidson discloses: 

- "A method of facilitating debugging of transactions, said method 
comprising..." (E.g., see Figure 14 & Column 5, lines 45-51), wherein 
the transaction comprises the requested object. 

- "... executing a transaction on one processor of a plurality of 
processors, said transaction having debug information..." (E.g., see 
Figure 6 and 7 & Column 8, lines 58-65), wherein. 

- "... requesting, by said transaction, a service on another processor of 
said plurality of processors ..." (E.g., see Figure 8 & Column 9, lines 6- 
11), wherein a DOE environment server, comprising another processor 
of said plurality of processors, services requests from a client 
executing a transaction. 
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- "... wherein a path of the transaction is not predefined to a controller of 
the debugging" (E.g., see Figure 14 & Column 1 1 , lines 52-57), 
wherein the dbx-engine comprises the said debug information and is 
attached or follows the transaction on the another processor wherein a 
path of the transaction is not predefined. 

But Davidson does not expressly disclose "... attached to the transaction..." or 
"...wherein said attached debug information is passed with the transaction from the one 
processor to the another processor eliminating a need for attaching the debug 
information at the another processor . . " or "... wherein at least a portion of said attached 
debug information is used to automatically establish a new debug session at the 
another processor with intervention ". However, Li discloses: 

- "... executing a transaction on one processor of a plurality of 
processors, said transaction having debug information attached to the 
transaction..." (E.g., see Figure 2 & Page 2, Paragraph [0013]), 
wherein the debug information is attached to the transaction. 

- "... wherein said attached debug information is passed with the 
transaction from the one processor to the another processor 
eliminating a need for attaching the debug information at the another 
processor, and wherein a path of the transaction is not predefined to a 
controller of the debugging.." (E.g., see Figure 2 & Page 2, Paragraph 
[0013]), wherein the debug information is attached to the transaction, 
by being embedded in the code. 
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- " . . . wherein at least a portion of said attached debug information is 
used to automatically establish a new debug session at the another 
processor with intervention " (E.g., see Figure 2 & Page 2, Paragraph 
[0013]), wherein the stub start log data and the stub end log data 
gather runtime information about execution of the second software 
component within the component-based software system without 
intervention. 

Davidson and Li are analogous art because they are both concerned with the 
same field of endeavor, namely, a distributed debugger. Therefore, at the time the 
invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
use Li's attachment to the transaction with Davidson's method of distributed 
debugging. The motivation to do so would have been to achieve distributed debugging 
in a seamless, low-overhead, unencumbered manner as taught by Davidson, 
Specification, Column 3, lines 25-31. Therefore, it would have been obvious to include 
an unencumbering process with the transaction in order to have a more seamless 
operation with less overhead as compared to a backend debugger and backend 
registration. 

3. In regard to claim 2, the rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Furthermore, 
Davidson discloses: 

- "... attaching said debug information to said transaction being executed 
on said one processor" (E.g., see Figure 14 & Column 12, lines 16- 
24), wherein the debug information is attached. 
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4. In regard to claim 3, the rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Furthermore, 
Davidson discloses: 

- "... providing, by the controller to the one processor, at least a part of 
the debug information, and said debug information is provided to the 
another processor independent of said controller" (E.g., see Figure 10 
& Column 14, lines 50-64), wherein a found server host tells the local 
host that a dbx-engine is non-existent and thus implements a request 
independent of said controller. 

5. In regard to claim 4, the rejections of base claim 1 are incorporated. 
Furthermore, Davidson discloses: 

- "... including the debug information in a communications session 
established with said another processor " (E.g., see Figure 9 & Column 
10, lines 1 and 2), wherein communications capability is disclosed for a 
communication session. 

6. In regard to claim 5, the rejections of base claim 1 are incorporated. 
Furthermore, Davidson discloses: 

- "... information relating to said transaction" (E.g., see Figure 14 & 
Column 12, lines 40-50), wherein the request id (line 40), is included. 

7. In regard to claim 6, the rejections of base claim 1 are incorporated. 
Furthermore, Davidson discloses: 
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- "...an identifier of the controller of the debugging" (E.g., see Figure 14 
& Column 12, lines 40-50), wherein the client inter-process address 
(line 41) is included. 

8. In regard to claim 7, the rejections of base claim 1 are incorporated. 
Furthermore, Davidson discloses: 

- "... a client workstation coupled to said one processor and said another 
processor" (E.g., see Figure 2 & Column 7, lines 43-47), wherein a 
client workstation would be the workstation initiating the client 
application. 

9. In regard to claim 8, the rejections of base claim 1 are incorporated. 
Furthermore, Davidson discloses: 

- "... executing an application on said another processor" (E.g. , see 
Figure 7 & Column 38, lines 58-65), wherein an operation or 
application may be executed on another processor. 

1 0. In regard to claim 9, Davidson discloses: 

- "A method of facilitating debugging of transactions, said method 
comprising..." (E.g., see Figure 14 & Column 5, lines 45-51), wherein 
the transaction comprises the requested object. 

- "... using a client workstation to enter debug information on a processor 
where a transaction is to be started, the debug information being 
associated with tracing the transaction ..." (E.g., see Figure 5 & 
Column 8, lines 9-36), wherein the debugger may be employed on a 
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client workstation as shown in Figure 3. Further, debug information or 
commands may be entered via the GUI where the transaction is 
initiated and tracing is associated with the debug information (line 16). 

- "... attaching at least a portion of the debug information to the 
transaction being executed on the processor..." (E.g., see Figure 14 & 
Column 1 1 , lines 52-57), wherein the dbx-engine comprises the said 
debug information and is attached or follows the transaction on the 
another processor wherein a path of the transaction is not predefined. 

- "... requesting, by the transaction, a service on another processor. . . " 
(E.g., see Figure 8 & Column 9, lines 6-11), wherein a DOE 
environment a server, comprising another processor of said plurality of 
processors, services requests from a client executing a transaction. 

- "... wherein tracing of the transaction can continue on the another 
processor." (E.g., see Figure 9 & Column 10, lines 3 and 4) wherein 
the dbx-engine comprises continuing debugging including tracing on 
the another processor. 

But Davidson does not expressly disclose "...passing with the transaction the 
attached debug information from the processor to the another processor eliminating a 
need for attaching the debug information at the another processor. .."or "... wherein at 
least a portion of said attached debug information is used to automatically establish a 
new debug session at the another processor without intervention ...". However, Li 
discloses: 
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- "... passing with the transaction the attached debug information from 
the processor to the another processor eliminating a need for attaching 
the debug information at the another processor. . (E.g. , see Figure 2 
& Page 2, Paragraph [0013]), wherein the debug information is 
attached to the transaction, by being embedded in the code thereby 
eliminating a need for attaching the debug information to the another 
processor. 

- ".. . wherein at least a portion of said attached debug information is 
used to automatically establish a new debug session at the another 
processor without intervention ..." (E.g., see Figure 2 & Page 2, 
Paragraph [0013]), wherein the stub start log data and the stub end log 
data gather runtime information about execution of the second 
software component within the component-based software system 
without intervention. 

Therefore, at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to use Li's attachment to the transaction with 
Davidson's method of distributed debugging. The motivation to do so would have been 
to achieve distributed debugging in a seamless, low-overhead, unencumbered manner 
as taught by Davidson, Specification, Column 3, lines 25-31. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to include an unencumbering process with the transaction in order to have 
a more seamless operation with less overhead as compared to a backend debugger 
and backend registration. 
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11. In regard to claim 10, the rejections of base claim 9 are incorporated. But 
Davidson does not expressly disclose "... without performing a debug registration 
process between the client workstation and the another processor". However, *** 
discloses: 

- "... without performing a debug registration process between the client 
workstation and the another processor" (E.g., see Figure 2 & Page 2, 
Paragraph [0013]), wherein the debug information is attached to the 
transaction, by being embedded in the code thereby eliminating a need 
for attaching the a debug registration process between the client 
workstation and the another processor. 

Therefore, at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to use Li's attachment to the transaction with 
Davidson's method of distributed debugging. The motivation to do so would have been 
to achieve distributed debugging in a seamless, low-overhead, unencumbered manner 
as taught by Davidson, Specification, Column 3, lines 25-31 . Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to include an unencumbering process with the transaction in order to have 
a more seamless operation with less overhead as compared to a backend debugger 
and backend registration. 

12. In regard to claim 11, the rejections of base claim 9 are incorporated. 
Furthermore, Davidson discloses: 

- "... without having the client workstation provide the at least a portion of 
the debug information to the another processor " (E.g., see Figure 5 & 
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Column 8, lines 9-36), wherein the only information included in the 
transaction is what is necessary to return the information to the client 
workstation where the debugging is actually taking place. 

13. In regard to claim 12, the rejections of base claim 9 are incorporated. 
Furthermore, Davidson discloses: 

- "... without predefining to the client workstation the path taken by the 
transaction" (E.g., see Figure 2 & Column 8, lines 58-65), wherein the 
client does not know which server will be used for the execution of a 
call. 

14. As per claims 13-24, this is a system version of the claimed method discussed 
above, in claims 1-12, wherein all claimed limitations have also been addressed and/or 
cited as set forth above. For example, see Davidson's system for a distributed 
debugging environment (Figure 2 & Column 16, lines 15-18). 

15. As per claim 25, this is a system version of the claimed method discussed above, 
in claim 1, wherein all claimed limitations have also been addressed and/or cited as set 
forth above. For example, see Davidson's system for a distributed debugging 
environment (Figure 2 & Column 16, lines 15-18). 

16. As per claim 26, the rejections of claim 9 are incorporated. Furthermore, 
Davidson discloses: 

- "...a communications protocol..." (E.g., see Figure 5 & Column 8, lines 
16-20), wherein a communications protocol is included. 
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17. As per claims 27-38, this is a program storage device version of the claimed 
method discussed above, in claims 1-12, wherein all claimed limitations have also been 
addressed and/or cited as set forth above. For example, see Davidson (Figure 1 & 
Column 7, lines 35-43), wherein, a CD-ROM medium, which typically contains programs 
and data is taught. 
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